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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking on the
Commission’s Own Motion into the Service
Quality Standards for All Telecommunications
Carriers and Revisions to General Order 133-B.

R.02-12-004
(Filed December 5, 2002)

N N N N N

OPENING COMMENTS OF VERIZON WIRELESS ON
ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER’S RULING AND SCOPING MEMO
Pursuant to the March 30, 2007 Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling and Scoping Memo of
Commissioner Chong in the above-captioned proceeding (“ACR”), Verizon Wireless' submits
the following comments concerning whether the Commission should require annual customer

. . . . 2
satisfaction surveys for wireless services.

I. INTRODUCTION

Verizon Wireless applauds the ACR’s revised approach in this docket — away from
prescriptive service quality measures and reporting requirements. As Verizon Wireless
explained in detail in earlier comments in this docket, the application of the previously proposed
wireline-centric service quality measures to wireless carriers would make no practical sense and
would tread into areas outside the scope of the Commission’s jurisdiction.” There is, similarly,

no basis for the Commission to mandate customer satisfaction surveys. Aside from the many

! Verizon Wireless is the d/b/a for the following entities: Cellco Partnership (U-3001-C), Los Angeles SMSA
Limited Partnership (U-3003-C), Verizon Wireless (VAW) LLC (U-3029-C), Fresno MSA Limited Partnership (U-
3005-C), Sacramento Valley Limited Partnership (U-3004-C), GTE Mobilnet of California Limited Partnership (U-
3002-C), GTE Mobilnet of Santa Barbara Limited Partnership (U-3011-C), Modoc RSA Limited Partnership (U-
3032-C), California RSA No. 4 Limited Partnership (U-3038-C), Cal-One Cellular Limited Partnership (U-3036-C).

? Verizon Wireless has limited its comments to this single topic because it appears from the ACR that this is the only
proposal that would apply to wireless carriers.

3 Comments of Verizon Wireless, Rulemaking 02-12-004 (filed Apr. 1, 2003); Reply Comments of Verizon
Wireless, Rulemaking 02-12-004 (filed May 5, 2003).
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practical problems with such a new mandate, the market for wireless services has already
responded to the need for information on customer satisfaction. Several established and
respected organizations include wireless services among the various products and services for
which they conduct customer satisfaction surveys. These entities have significant expertise,
experience, and resources to devote to this task. The market perceived a need and has been
providing wireless customer satisfaction data long before the Commission began to consider this
issue.

Before adopting any regulatory mandate, the Commission should ensure that such a
requirement is necessary. Regulation exists largely to correct market failures and to curb the
practices of companies who have market power. The existing availability of customer
satisfaction data from a variety of sources is a market success, and no wireless service provider
enjoys market power in California. The Commission is pursuing the laudable goal of
determining when market forces, rather than regulatory oversight, will best ensure that
consumers have access to quality telecommunications services on fair, just, and reasonable terms
and conditions. This docket provides the Commission with another opportunity to recognize that
the market, not regulation, is the most effective and efficient means of ensuring that information
about competitive wireless alternative is available. Verizon Wireless respectfully asserts that the
Commission can meet its stated goal in this docket — to have sufficient information “so that the
Commission can assess whether the competitive market adequately protects California
consumers”™ — without mandating any surveys of wireless customer satisfaction.

II. DISCUSSION

The ACR requests comment on whether the Commission should change its service

quality rules to require “[a]nnual customer satisfaction surveys for all wireline and wireless

4 ACR at 3.
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services.” Verizon Wireless strongly recommends that the Commission not require such
surveys for wireless services. Many reliable sources of information on wireless customer
satisfaction are currently available, including customer satisfaction surveys conducted by
organizations that specialize in conducting such surveys. These information sources, moreover,
are vastly superior to any survey that the Commission could conduct or commission a third party
to conduct. The Commission need not, and should not, require any such studies.

A. A Commission Survey Would Needlessly Duplicate Existing Data on Wireless
Customer Satisfaction.

The wireless industry is fiercely competitive. The Federal Communications
Commission’s (“FCC’s”) periodic reports on the state of competition consistently confirm that
fact.® Knowledgeable sources in the private sector agree.” This competition and the explosive
growth in the wireless industry and the Internet have spawned a plethora of sources of all types
of information for consumers about wireless services. A simple Google search for “wireless
service” identifies many websites that explain how to choose a wireless service provider and
evaluate and recommend available wireless service options.® Several organizations that conduct
wireless customer satisfaction surveys also maintain websites that provide information on the
results of those surveys and recommendations for wireless providers whose customers are most
satisfied with their service.” Wireless carriers are themselves constantly monitoring customer

satisfaction because market success is driven by it.

5 ACR at 6.

6 Implementation of Section 6002(b) of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993, Annual Report and

Analysis of Competitive Market. Conditions with Respect to Commercial Mobile Services, Eleventh Report, 21
FCC Red 10947, (2006).

7 See, e.g., www.wirelessadvisor.com (“there can be as many as ten or more different companies who can provide
you with wireless communications in your area” and “each of these companies wants your business very badly”).

8 . . )
E.g, id.; www.letstalk.com; www.wirelessguide.org; www.cnet.com

? E.g., www.jdpower.com; www.consumerreports.org; www.pcmag.com/article2/0,1759.2017602.00.asp
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The opening comments of CTIA detail sources of information that are available on
wireless customer satisfaction. Verizon Wireless concurs in those comments and will not repeat
them here except to highlight three points. First, entities that currently conduct surveys of
wireless customer satisfaction are well-established and experienced organizations. Two such
organizations are J.D. Power and Associates (“J.D. Power”) and Consumers Union. J.D. Power
was established in 1968 and relies on a staff of more than 750 to conduct surveys of customer
satisfaction, product quality, and buyer behavior." Consumers Union, founded in 1936,
publishes Consumer Reports and is an independent nonprofit organization with staff of more
than 450 to engage in testing and customer satisfaction surveys of products and services,
including wireless.

The second point that bears emphasis is that not only are there multiple reliable sources
of information on wireless customer service satisfaction but also that some entities actually
review, analyze, and rate those primary sources. One such entity is ConsumerSearch, which lists
and ranks reviews of wireless service based on credibility in testing, evaluating, and identifying
the best wireless plans. Its website also summarizes and analyzes the various reviews and
provides its own recommendations for the best plans.!' Thus not only are highly reputable
wireless customer satisfaction surveys available, but “one stop shops” for summarizing,
assessing, and rating those surveys are also available.

Finally, it is unclear from the ACR if the Commission is seeking access to information
regarding customer satisfaction so it can evaluate the effectiveness of its regulatory regime or if
the Commission is also concerned about the availability of such information to consumers. To

the extent it is the latter, the existing sources of wireless customer satisfaction are readily

10 www.jdpower.com/corporate/about/overview/index.asp

1 See www.consumersearch.com/www/electronics/cell-phone-plans/reviews.html
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available to consumers at nominal or no cost. Anyone with an Internet connection — at home,
work, school, public library, etc. — can access websites containing this information. Even
subscription sources like Consumer Reports are publicly available in summary form'? and are
obtainable in full form to nonsubscribers at schools, public libraries or from friends or co-
workers who are subscribers.

Commission involvement in the collection and dissemination of information on wireless
service satisfaction simply is not necessary. A variety of organizations already provide a wealth
of such information to consumers. No survey conducted or commissioned by the Commission
could provide significantly more or better information than the data that is currently available.
The Commission, therefore, should not impose a requirement that will have no appreciable
benefit to California consumers.

B. Commission Involvement in Surveys of Wireless Customer Satisfaction
Would Be Highly Problematic.

Assessing customer “‘satisfaction,” is as much an art as it is a science. One customer may
be completely satisfied with a particular level of service while another customer may find such
service wholly unacceptable. Wireless service in particular is susceptible to such dichotomies
depending on the purposes for which the customer obtains such services and how the services are
used. A customer who obtains wireless service to keep in touch with his children within a small
geographic area, for example, will have different expectations and demands than a customer who
uses her cell phone for business purposes throughout California or the country. Designing a
study that takes these factors into account is extremely challenging and requires substantial

expertise and experience in areas outside the traditional regulatory arena.

214
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The Commission can get an idea of the challenges involved in designing and conducting
customer satisfaction surveys by reviewing how existing survey firms conduct such surveys.
J.D. Power, for example, describes its periodic study as follows:

This semiannual study measures customer satisfaction based on 42
specific service-related measures grouped into six key factors that
impact overall wireless carrier performance. In order of
importance, they are: call performance and reliability (32%); brand

image (17%); service plan options (14%) billing (12%) and
customer service (11%)."

Similarly, Consumer Reports polled about 43,000 magazine subscribers asking them to
rate their wireless service for call quality, handling of calls and complaints, and billing problems.
Both J.D. Power and Consumers Union report that they employ hundreds of specialists in survey
techniques, statistical analysis, and consumer demographics to develop, implement, and evaluate
these surveys. The Commission has neither the expertise nor the resources for such an
undertaking. Moreover, the Commission’s current service measures do not correspond to the

99 ¢

areas that are most important to wireless service subscribers. “Installation,” “maintenance,” and
“repair” are virtually meaningless terms in a wireless service world, where signal clarity,
coverage, prices and availability are subscribers’ primary concerns. Subscriber expectations of
each type of service are also substantially different. One of the key features of wireless service is
its mobility, a feature that is noticeably absent from wireline service and that presents unique
customer satisfaction issues.

The Commission could not develop a single survey that will provide any meaningful
comparison between customers’ satisfaction with both wireline and wireless service providers.

The services are different. Subscriber expectations of each type of service are different. To have

any value, an assessment of customer satisfaction must take these differences into account and

B3 www.jdpower.com/press-releases/pressrelease.aspx?id=2007058

SFO 362007v1 0052051-010417 6



must be undertaken on a service-specific basis. The Commission has extensive experience with
the service quality measures for landline service listed in Exhibit A to the ACR, but that
experience does not, and cannot, translate into expertise in the wholly different arena of wireless
customer satisfaction.

Nor would the Commission be any better advised to commission a third party to conduct
such a survey. Third parties already conduct these surveys. There is no reason to believe that a
Commission-sponsored survey would be any more accurate, reliable, or unbiased than the
surveys conducted by J.D. Power, Consumer Reports, and others. The Commission thus would
be paying (or worse yet, requiring consumers directly or indirectly to pay) for a survey that, at
best, duplicates surveys that are currently being done.

Indeed, any Commission involvement in wireless customer satisfaction surveys poses
serious negative consequences. These survey results are necessarily comparative and are often
used by the organization conducting the survey or a third party to recommend one or more
wireless service providers based on the relative levels of customer satisfaction. It is beyond
dispute that the Commission should not endorse (or be perceived to endorse) one service
provider over any other(s). The Commission is charged with ensuring that telecommunications
services are available to California consumers on fair, just, and reasonable terms and conditions
where market forces cannot do so. That charge has never included recommending service
providers, nor could the Commission provide such recommendations consistent with its
obligation (and the obligation of all administrative agencies) to maintain both actual fairness and
the appearance of fairness to the companies it regulates. The Commission could not effectively

regulate in the public interest if it were even perceived to be favoring certain carriers.
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Such an endorsement, however, would be inevitable if the Commission conducted or
arranged for a third party to conduct customer satisfaction surveys of wireless carriers that are
contained on the Commission’s website. Little imagination is needed to envision the
promotional efforts of the company whose customer satisfaction is ranked the highest by the
government agency that regulates telecommunications service in California. Any Commission
recommendation, whether actual or perceived, could have tremendous influence on the market.
Consumers and the market, not the Commission, should determine which carriers are successful.

Less obvious but even more ominously, a Commission survey itself could unintentionally
favor one carrier over another depending on how the survey is structured. The J.D. Power
survey, as discussed above for example, includes an evaluation and weighting of the areas that
consumers find to be the most important aspects of wireless service — assessments that have
changed over time and directly impact the determination of overall customer satisfaction.”* A
Commission-sponsored survey may weigh these factors differently or in an effort to appear to be
neutral, could weigh all aspects of service equally. Any such determination, however, would
invariably favor one carrier over another. A carrier with an extensive, reliable network that is
having billing or image issues, for example, could have an overall customer satisfaction rating
that is the same as, or even lower than, another carrier that has a less reliable network but no
other issues — even though consumers place a higher value on network reliability. Even if the
Commission study included no overall satisfaction rating but attempted to assess each service

component separately, consumers would be left on their own to sort through how the various

1 See www.jdpower.com/press-releases/pressrelease.aspx?id=2007058 (“The study finds that the call performance
and reliability factor has increased in importance from 26 percent of the overall satisfaction score in 2005 to 32
percent in 2007. Specifically, call quality issues such as echoes and timely notification of voice mail messages have
received the most significant increase in importance. Subsequently, the customer service factor has become less
critical in determining overall wireless satisfaction — declining from 17 percent in 2005 to 11 percent in the 2007
study.”).
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factors inter-relate. A Commission-sponsored survey thus could actually confuse or mislead
consumers — precisely the opposite of the Commission’s intent.

III. CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above, the Commission should not adopt any requirement for

wireless customer satisfaction surveys.

Respectfully submitted:

__/s/ Suzanne Toller

Suzanne Toller

Gregory J. Kopta

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP
505 Montgomery St., Suite 800

San Francisco, CA 94111-6533
Telephone: (415) 276-6500

E-Mail: suzannetoller@dwt.com
E-Mail: gregkopta@dwt.com

John T. Scott, III

William D. Wallace

VERIZON WIRELESS

1300 I Street, NW - Suite 400 West
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Telephone: (202) 589-3790

E-Mail: John.Scott@VerizonWireless.com
E-Mail: Bill. Wallace@VerizonWireless.com

Attorneys for Verizon Wireless, Inc.

Dated: May 14, 2007
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SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

SUITE 1800

JOHN CLARK
ATTORNEY AT LAW
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLP
LAMPREY LLP

505 SANSOME STREET,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

9TH FLOOR
94111

LUIS ARTEAGA

LATINO ISSUES FORUM

160 PINE STREET, SUITE 700
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
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STEPHEN H. KUKTA
COUNSEL

SPRINT NEXTEL

201 MISSION STREET,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

SUITE 1400
94105

JAMES W. MCTARNAGHAN
ATTORNEY AT LAW
DUANE MORRIS LLP

ONE MARKET, SPEAR TOWER 2000
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-1104
PETER A. CASCIATO

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PETER A. CASCIATO P.C.

355 BRYANT STREET, SUITE 410
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107
DOUGLAS H. BOSCO

HOLLAND & KNIGHT, LLC

50 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 2800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JEFFREY F. BECK

ATTORNEY AT LAW

COOPER, WHITE & COOPER ,L.L.P.
201 CALIFORNIA ST., 17TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JOSEPH F. WIEDMAN
ATTORNEY AT LAW
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY &

505 SANSOME STREET,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

SUITE 900
94111

MARK P. SCHREIBER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

COOPER, WHITE & COOPER, LLP
201 CALIFORNIA STREET,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

17TH FLOOR



SARAH DEYOUNG

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

CALTEL

50 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 1500
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

SUZANNE TOLLER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533

JOHN GUTIERREZ
DIRECTOR, GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
COMCAST PHONE OF CALIFORNIA, LLC
12647 ALCOSTA BLVD., SUITE 200
SAN RAMON, CA 94583

DOUG GARRETT

COX CALIFORNIA TELCOM LLC

2200 POWELL STREET, SUITE 1035
EMERYVILLE, CA 94608

MARILYN ASH

U.S. TELEPACIFIC CORP.
6101 CHRISTIE AVE.
EMERYVILLE, CA 94608

LEON M. BLOOMFIELD

ATTORNEY AT LAW

WILSON & BLOOMFIELD, LLP
ASSOCIATION

1901 HARRISON STREET, SUITE 1620
OAKLAND, CA 94612

ETHAN SPRAGUE

PAC-WEST TELECOMM, INC.

1776 W. MARCH LANE, SUITE 250
STOCKTON, CA 95207
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SARAH E. LEEPER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

STEEFEL, LEVITT & WEISS

ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER, 30TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

EARL NICHOLAS SELBY

ATTORNEY AT LAW

LAW OFFICES OF EARL NICHOLAS SELBY
418 FLORENCE STREET

PALO ALTO, CA 94301

ANITA C. TAFF-RICE

ATTORNEY AT LAW

1547 PALOS VERDES MALL, SUITE 298
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94597

JOSE JIMENEZ

COX CALIFORNIA TELCOM, L.L.C.
2200 POWELL STREET, SUITE 1035
EMERYVILLE, CA 94608

GLENN SEMOW

CALIFORNIA CABLE & TELECOMM. ASSOC.
360 22ND STREET, STE. 750

OAKLAND, CA 94612

LESLA LEHTONEN
VP LEGAL AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS
CALIFORNIA CABLE & TELECOM

360 22ND STREET, SUITE 750
OAKLAND, CA 94612

GAYATRI SCHILBERG

JBS ENERGY

311 D STREET, SUITE A
WEST SACRAMENTO, CA 95605



LUPE DE LA CRUZ

AARP CALIFORNIA

1415 L ST STE 960
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-3977

Information Only

ROBERT SPANGLER

SNAVELY ING & MAJOROS O'CONNOR & LEE INC
1220 L STREET N.W. SUITE 410

WASHINGTON, DC 20005

MAUREEN K. FLOOD

TELECOM POLICY ANALYST

HARRIS, WILTSHIRE & GRANNIS LLP
1200 EIGHTEENTH STREET, NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20036

ROBERT N. KITTEL

U.S. ARMY LITIGATION CENTER

901 N. STUART STREET, SUITE 700
ARLINGTON, VA 22203-1837

LAEL ATKINSON

COVAD COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY
816 CONGRESS AVENUE, SUITE 1100
AUSTIN, TX 78701

ALOA STEVENS

DIRECTOR, GOVERNMENT&EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS

PO BOX 708970

SANDY, UT 84070-8970

PAMELA PRESSLEY

LITIGATION PROGRAM DIRECTOR

FOUNDATION FOR TAXPAYER&CONSUMER RIGHTS
1750 OCEAN PARK BLVD., SUITE 200
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CINDY MANHEIM
CINGULAR WIRELESS
PO BOX 97061

REDMOND, WA 98073-9761

WILLIAM D. WALLACE ESO.
VERIZON WIRELESS

1300 I STREET, N.W.,
WASHINGTON, DC 20005

MICHAEL R. ROMANO
DIRECTOR-STATE REGULATORY AFFAIRS
LEVEL 3 COMMUNICATIONS, LLC
2300 CORPORATE PARK DR STE.
HERNDON, VA 20171-4845

600

KEVIN SAVILLE

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL
FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS
2378 WILSHIRE BLVD.
MOUND, MN 55364

MARJORIE O. HERLTH

QWEST COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION
1801 CALIFORNIA ST., SUITE 4700
DENVER, CO 80202

CHRISTINA V. TUSAN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
300 SOUTH SPRING ST., 11TH FLOOR
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

JACQUE LOPEZ

LEGAL ASSISTANT
VERIZON CALIFORNIA INC
CA501LB

SUITE 400 WEST



SANTA MONICA, CA 90405

ESTHER NORTHRUP

COX CALIFORNIA TELCOM
5159 FEDERAL BLVD.
SAN DIEGO, CA 92105

THOMAS MAHR

VICE PRESIDENT AND GENERAL COUNSEL
VERIZON WIRELESS

15505 SAN CANYON AVE E305

IRVINE, CA 92618

MIKE MULKEY
ARRIVAL COMMUNICATIONS
1807 19TH STREET

BAKERSFIELD, CA 93301

TERESA M. ONO

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF CALIFORNIA,
525 MARKET ST. 18TH FLOOR, 4

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

INC.

MARGARET L. TOBIAS
TOBIAS LAW OFFICE
460 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107

MICHAEL B. DAY

ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLP
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JUDY PAU
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533
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112 LAKEVIEW CANYON ROAD
THOUSAND OAKS, CA 91362

MICHAEL BAGLEY

VERIZON WIRELESS

15505 SAND CANYON AVENUE
IRVINE, CA 92612

RUMMELSBURG ROD
CNM NETWORK, INC.
4100 GUARDIAN STREET

SIMI VALLEY, CA 93063

JAN HEWITT

AT&T CALIFORNIA

REGULATORY DEPT.

525 MARKET ST., ROOM 1803
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
YVETTE HOGUE

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET STREET, ROOM 1918
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2727

DAVID A. SIMPSON

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SIMPSON PARTNERS LLP

900 FRONT STREET, SUIT3 300
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

SEAN P. BEATTY

ATTORNEY AT LAW

COOPER, WHITE & COOPER, LLP
201 CALIFORNIA ST., 17TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

KATIE NELSON

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP
505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533



TERRENCE E. SCOTT

SBC ADVANCED SOLUTIONS, INC.
2623 CAMINO RAMON, ROOM 2C111
SAN RAMON, CA 94583

MARIA POLITZER

CALIFORNIA CABLE & TELECOM ASSOCIATION
360 22ND STREET, NO. 750

OAKLAND, CA 94612

JOSH P. THIERIOT
REGULATORY TEAM
PAC-WEST TELECOMM
1776 wW. MARCH LANE,
STOCKTON, CA 95207

SUITE 250

CHARLES E. BORN

MANAGER-STATE GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
FRONTIER, A CITIZENS TELECOMMUNICATIONS
CALIFORNIA

PO BOX 340

ELK GROVE, CA 95759

MARGARET FELTS

PRESIDENT

CALTIFORNIA COMMUNICATIONS ASSN
1851 HERITAGE LANE STE 255
SACRAMENTO, CA 95815-4923

SHEILA HARRIS
MANAGER, GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS

INTEGRA TELECOM HOLDINGS, INC.
1201 NE LLOYD BLVD., STE.500
PORTLAND, OR 97232

ANDREW O. ISAR

DIRECTOR-STATE AFFAIRS

ASSOCIATION OF COMMUNICATIONS ENTERPRISE

7901 SKANSIE AVE., SUITE 240
GIG HARBOR, WA 98335
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KRISTIN JACOBSON

MARKET ATTORNEY, CONSULTANT
NEXTEL OF CALIFORNIA, INC.
1255 TREAT BLVD., SUITE 800
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596

MELISSA W. KASNITZ

DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES
2001 CENTER STREET, THIRD FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704-1204

JOSH THIERIOT

PAC-WEST TELECOMM, INC.
1776 W. MARCH LN, STE. 250
STOCKTON, CA 95207

SUSAN PEDERSEN
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
CELLULAR CARRIERS ASSOC. OF

980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 2200
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

SUSAN LIPPER

SENIOR MANAGER, GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
T-MOBILE USA, INC.

1755 CREEKSIDE OAKS DIVE,
SACRAMENTO, CA 95833

SUITE 190

ADAM L. SHERR

ATTORNEY AT LAW

OWEST COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION
1600 7TH AVENUE, 3206

SEATTLE, WA 98191-0000



State Service

JOEY PERMAN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
MARKET STRUCTURE BRANCH

320 WEST 4TH STREET SUITE 500

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

DALE PIIRU

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TELECOMMUNICATIONS & CONSUMER ISSUES BRA
ROOM 4108

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

DENISE MANN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TELECOMMUNICATIONS & CONSUMER ISSUES BRA
BRAN

ROOM 4101

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JANICE L. GRAU

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
ROOM 5011

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

KAREN MILLER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PUBLIC ADVISOR OFFICE

ROOM 2103

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

LINETTE YOUNG

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
CONSUMER PROTECTION AND SAFETY DIVISION
JUDGES

AREA 2-D

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
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CHRIS WITTEMAN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 5129

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

DANA APPLING

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF RATEPAYERS ADVOCATES
ROOM 4201

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

FALINE FUA
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT & IMPLEMENTATION

AREA 3-E
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JOHN M. LEUTZA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
COMMUNICATIONS DIVISION

ROOM 3210

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

LINDA J. WOODS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
UTILITY & PAYPHONE ENFORCEMENT
AREA 2-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

RICHARD SMITH
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW

ROOM 5019
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214



RUDY SASTRA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
UTILITY & PAYPHONE ENFORCEMENT
AREA 2-D

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JAMES W. HOWARD

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
UTILITY & PAYPHONE ENFORCEMENT
770 L STREET, SUITE 1050
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
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SARITA SARVATE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214



